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{TIBETAN} 00:00:09

First of all, begin by adjusting your motivation according to the instructions of all the great lamas of this 
tradition. And think that you're here on this occasion to receive the most profound Mahayana teachings with the 
ultimate aim of reaching the state of enlightenment in order to benefit all mother sentient beings. With this 
thought please adjust your motivation for listening.

00:00:30 {TIBETAN} 00:01:50

Okay. We're in the handout that we had last week, look at the very first sentence where it says 

"Therefore, granting that (something's) conventional existence..." 

Conventional there is like nominal or conventional. It is the nominal we were discussing. 

"...existence precludes its discovery by rational cognition investigating its mode of existence".

It is very important to understand these points because it says here that if something exists nominally it will not 
be discovered by rational cognition that investigates the ultimate. Definitely it will not find it. There is pervasion 
there. If it exists nominally, if the object exists nominally, then the wisdom analysing the ultimate will not find it. 
If the wisdom analysing the ultimate, this rational cognition, where to find something, the only thing you could 
find is ultimate existence, because this is what it analyses for. It doesn't find this, and it will not find the nominal, 
the nominally existing as well.

00:03:10 {TIBETAN} 00:04:14

And then continuing after the comma in this sentence. It says 

"still it is definitely necessary that it not be refuted by validating rational cognition, and it is also 
necessary that it not be faulted by any other conventional validating cognition, because it is necessary 
that (a thing's) conventional existence be established by validating cognition."

Here, basically we say that if something exists conventionally, definitely it is something that is merely imputed 
by the mind. And in order to exist conventionally, it must fulfil the three criteria. (1) it does not contradict what is
commonly accepted in the world. (2) it does not contradict valid awareness that investigates something which is 
not the ultimate--valid awareness investigating the conventional. (3) it does not contradict valid awareness that 
investigates the ultimate. So all three criteria have to be fulfilled. Here we have two criteria mentioned.

00:05:34 {TIBETAN} 00:07:05

Then we have the other word here, it says, "not be faulted." "It is necessary that it not be faulted by any other 
conventional validating cognition." The actual word in Tibetan that is translated here as faulted, it means harmed.
It is not harmed. There are different ways that we can have something harming something else. For example, 
when we're using the antidote, the antidote is going to have a harming effect upon something else. So let's say 
that you have realised emptiness and that realisation becomes an antidote, is an antidote that is actually harming 
grasping at true existence. Or when you have the awareness that is the uninterrupted path of seeing on the 10th 
ground, the very end, then you are harming knowledge obscurations. This is one way of understanding 
"harming." Harming in the sense that the operating through the strength of an antidote. That's one understanding. 
Here it has a different connotation. He's talking here about this rational cognition, that logical cognition that is 
investigating. It says it is harmed by that or it is not harmed by that. When it is harmed by this rational cognition, 
it is harmed because it realises that that thing does not exist at all. So it is totally harming its existence. For 
example, when you have valid awareness realising impermanence, that completely harms the idea that, let's say, 
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sound is permanent. Or if you have valid awareness that realises the lack of true existence, that harms, with 
certainty, completely eradicates the possibility of true existence, because you have realised the opposite of that.

00:09:40 {TIBETAN} 00:11:37

And then it continues by saying 

"Here, if one objects that such (a position) contradicts (the doctrine that) conventionally existent things 
are merely established on the strength of verbal conventions, (we respond that) this does not fault (our 
position)."

We say that things exist, but how do they exist? They exist by being merely labelled, merely imputed. So they are
established merely on the strength of verbal convention. Someone might come up with the doubt saying that it 
contradicts conventionally existent things. Saying that they are merely established, it contradicts conventional 
existence. So we say this is not a fault in our position. There's no contradiction because the word 'merely" in this 
expression actually ~~excludes~~ the possibility that, here, the person or whatever is established on the strength 
of verbal conventions and does not exclude the possibility that the person is also established by validating 
cognition. So what it does is excludes the fact that it is established from its basis of designation. So the "merely," 
there, that excludes something, excludes the fact or the possibility existing from its basis of designation, being 
already established in the basis of designation.

00:13:16 {TIBETAN} 00:13:44

Someone is saying if the basis of designation has the nature, like the identity of that thing, what is the purpose of 
imputing a label upon it? Why do we need to impute it if it already has the nature? It's okay, it already has it, it's 
established. If it doesn't have the nature, why would you input it? It would not be correct imputation, you will be 
imputing upon a basis of designation that does not have the nature. This is the doubt that they come with. In our 
system, our position, when we use that expression, the word "merely" or "just" is not negating the existence of 
the basis of imputation, it is negating existence any other way than being merely imputed upon the basis of 
imputation. Then we have this thing about the person. In the second paragraph, in the third line, 

"The word "merely" in the expression "superficially existent things such as persons are merely 
established on the strength of verbal conventions" excludes (the possibility that) the person is not 
established on the strength of verbal conventions, and does not exclude (the possibility that) the person is 
also established by validating cognition; nor does it give any indication that everything established on the
strength of verbal conventions is (in fact) superficially existent."

It says if it is something which is labelled by the mind, there is no pervasion that that thing exists. Why? Because 
the mind mistakenly imputes all sorts of things such as the snake upon the rope and so forth. So just because 
something is imputed by the mind, it doesn't mean that it exists.

00:20:28 {TIBETAN} 00:22:10

An important thing is to understand this process, or how does the mind impute. This is something discussed in the
Special Insight. There is an explanation there that says that “the self takes or appropriates the aggregates” and 
“the aggregates are that which is taken or appropriated by the self.” There are different ways of explaining this. 
With the first one, when we say the self takes the aggregates, one level of explanation, which is the gross level of 
explanation, you can say that it refers to taking one set of aggregates and another set of aggregates, and so on – so
it is about taking rebirths. So you can say it refers to the way in which you take rebirth. The self takes the 
aggregates, a new set of aggregates, rebirth. But the more subtle way, which is what we are discussing here, is 
actually referring to this process of imputation. When we say "it takes," it is how the mind takes. The mind takes 
the aggregates, meaning the mind is focusing upon any suitable aggregate and generates a thought "I," "me." The 
"I" or the self takes the aggregates in that sense. As soon as you look at an appropriate aggregate, you have the 
thought "I," "me." In that sense, you take the aggregates.

00:23:42 {TIBETAN} 00:24:58
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It is like this, we say that as soon as you generate the thought, "I," "me," you have established the self. But does 
that mean you have established imputation? You have imputed "I," you have imputed self upon the aggregates as 
soon as the notion of "I" arises in your mind. And what we have here in any case of imputation is that you are 
imputing something on something which is not it. Why? Because the basis of designation is not the thing that is 
designated upon it. They are two different things. I am imputing “person” upon something which is not a person, 
but it's the basis of imputation of the person. So I'm imputing person upon that which is not a person. I am 
imputing house upon that which is not the house. It's the basis of imputation of the house. In every case of 
imputation, correct or incorrect, I'm imputing something upon something which is not it. So another example, 
you see the shape of a tree, and you think this is a person. It's a human. So you're imputing “human” upon that, 
which is not human. Why are we discussing this? Because we want to say that just because it is imputed by the 
mind, it doesn't mean that that thing exists. The mind is actually imputing all sorts of things everywhere. And this
is why then it becomes very important for us to have a mechanism which will allow us to say with safety, whether
that thing that the mind imputes exists or not. And this is why we have given the three criteria. It is imputed by 
the mind, but in order to be existent, it must (a) not contradict or not be harmed by what is commonly accepted in
the world, (b) not harmed by valid awareness analysing the conventional, and it is (c) not harmed by valid 
awareness analysing the ultimate. So it must fulfil these three criteria in order to be an existent. It's not enough to 
say it has been imputed by the mind.

00:28:14 {TIBETAN} 00:28:52

Then with the third paragraph, the sentence begins. 

"If you wonder what sort of non-conventional status of (things) is excluded (by the above expression, we 
can explain that) if the referent designated by the convention "person" were to have intrinsically 
identifiable status, this would entail its having an existence by virtue of its own intrinsic reality and 
would not allow it to have existence (merely) by virtue of the subjective convention ("person")."

He goes here into more detail, to look at the implications. If it didn't exist in this way it would have to be 
intrinsically existent. And what would that entail?

00:29:38 {TIBETAN} 00:30:20

And then it says 

"(Thus,) this is the kind of (non-conventional status, that is, intrinsically identifiable status) that is ruled 
out" 

by the rational cognition. The rational cognition is investigating and is ruling out that the object exists from its 
own side. 

"Although such a kind (of non-conventional status) is negated by rational cognition, the (conventional) 
existence of the referents of conventional expressions such as "Yajna sees" is (nonetheless) established."

The conventional existence is not harmed. And this is why we have this expression saying "Tashi walks," "Tashi 
eats," and so forth.

00:31:12 {TIBETAN} 00:31:51

Then we have the sentence, 

"And, in the context of a verbal convention and its referent, when a referent is found not to exist by its 
own intrinsic reality, its existence on the strength of convention is automatically established."

We say, here we only have two possibilities. Either it will exist being merely imputed on the strength of 
convention, or it will exist from its own side. If you negate one of them, automatically you're left only with the 
other option.

00:32:31 {TIBETAN} 00:33:53
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So just to simplify this, as we say, we only have two possibilities, two possible ways of things to exist. One is to 
exist without relying upon anything, so to exist from its own power. And the other way of existence is to exist by 
relying and relying here refers relying on the process of imputation. We say that this rational cognition, this logic 
awareness that investigates (the ultimate) excludes the first possibility. It says there is no way that it can exist 
without relying, from its own side. And because one of the two possibilities is excluded, then we are left with the 
other possibility, that it exists by relying, relying on the process of imputation. These two modes of existence are 
directly opposite. And this is what allows us to conclude that it exists this way, by negating or excluding the 
other. Other examples of direct opposites are “exists” and “does not exist”, “is” and “is not”. These things are 
directly opposites. For example, if you ask the question “is this text a human?” you could only possibly give two 
answers (a) It is a human or (b) it is not a human. When you have valid awareness that has realised that this text 
is not a human, that realisation cuts off the possibility of that thing being a human.

00:35:41 {TIBETAN} 00:36:53

"Therefore, if one analyses the mode of existence of the ultimate reality, it finally ends up as just the 
same."

 Where it says "it ends up as just the same," the word "just" here, what does it show? That just as conventional 
phenomena exist, merely imputed by the mind, similarly, when you investigate ultimate phenomena, ultimate 
reality, you will also find that it exists in this way. So it doesn't exist truly. It doesn't exist from its own side. So it 
doesn't go beyond being imputed by the mind.

00:37:49 {TIBETAN} 00:38:11

When we investigate how things exist, at the end we reach the conclusion that it's the same, just the same for all 
phenomena. Just as it is true for conventional phenomena, when you investigate how do they exist, and they lack 
existence from their own side, the same is also true when we investigate how ultimate truth, ultimate phenomena 
exist. They lack existence from their own side. Finally, all phenomena, conventional, ultimate phenomena, they're
all just the same. They all just lack existence from their own side.

00:38:50 {TIBETAN} 00:39:14

The next sentence. 

"And so we assert that its existence is also established on the strength of convention." 

So "its" here refers to the ultimate reality. So also ultimate reality exists on the strength of nominal convention, 
nominal verbal convention.

00:39:39 {TIBETAN} 00:40:40

If we look at just the previous sentence where it says, "therefore, if one analyses the mode of existence of the 
ultimate reality, it finally ends up as just the same." Why? Because we say that all phenomena are merely imputed
by the mind. And if you investigate, you will not find anything existing from their own side. Just as this applies to
all phenomena, just as it applies to conventional phenomena, it also applies to the ultimate truth. So last week we 
said the ultimate truth is deceptively or conventionally established, but itself it's not deceptive [or deception.] 
Why? Because it is true. It is falsely established, but it is not false because it is true. This is what we were saying 
last week.

00:41:35 {TIBETAN} 00:41:49

Therefore, because ultimate reality is also imputed by the mind, it exists conventionally. It exists nominally, 
imputed by the mind.

00:42:01 {TIBETAN} 00:43:07

Now the next sentence says "and so we assert that its existence." Now it's not talking about ultimate truth, it's 
talking about the existence of ultimate truth. These two things are different. Ultimate truth, emptiness is a non-
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affirming negation. The existence of emptiness is an affirming negation. It's something that exists. So they're not 
the same thing. Now the second sentence is talking about the existence of emptiness, the existence of ultimate 
truth. So it says that 

"we assert that its existence is also established on the strength of convention…"

This is how it exists. By convention, nominally. 

"...although we do not assert that the ultimate reality is established by conventional validating cognition."

Emptiness and the existence of emptiness. He's making a distinction here.

00:44:08 {TIBETAN} 00:45:04

The last point here, it says, we do not assert that the ultimate reality is established by conventional validating 
cognition. We have ultimate reality, and also we have the existence of ultimate reality. Ultimate reality itself is 
not established by conventional validating cognition. Why? Because it is established by awareness investigating 
the ultimate. However, the existence of our ultimate truth or the existence of emptiness is established by 
conventional validating awareness. So we say here that all phenomena are imputed by the mind. And because all 
phenomena are imputed by the mind, they are posited nominally. They are posited by this nominal convention. 
And this also applies to emptiness. Why do we say this? We say this because there are only two possible ways in 
which things could exist. They could either exist from their own side, or they could exist imputed by the mind. 
Having excluded one possibility we say everything is imputed by the mind, and therefore everything is posited 
nominally. And that applies to emptiness. However, posited nominally, in the case of emptiness, doesn't mean that
you have a nominal or conventional awareness establishing it. Why? Because it is established by awareness 
analysing the ultimate.

00:47:38 {TIBETAN} 00:48:20

Here, in terms of types of valid awareness that are investigative valid awarenesses, we have to very clearly 
understand that we have (a) valid awareness investigating the ultimate, and we have (b) valid awareness 
investigating the conventional. Then in terms of the two entities that we are interested, one is (a) emptiness, the 
ultimate truth itself. And the other one is (b) the existence of emptiness. So they are posited by different types of 
valid awareness. Emptiness, the ultimate truth is posited by valid awareness investigating the ultimate, not [valid 
awareness] investigating the conventional. Whereas the existence of emptiness is posited by valid awareness 
investigating the conventional.

00:49:12 {TIBETAN} 00:49:45

As we say here, we need to differentiate these two types of valid awareness, because one is valid awareness 
investigating the conventional, the other one is investigating the ultimate. So when a valid awareness takes any 
conventional phenomena as its mode of apprehension it is called valid awareness investigating the conventional. 
If it is valid awareness that realises the ultimate truth, that realises emptiness, then it is valid awareness 
investigating the ultimate.

00:50:21 {TIBETAN} 00:51:40

We also wanted to make a distinction between emptiness and the existence of emptiness. We describe emptiness 
as a non-affirming negation whereas the existence of emptiness is called an affirming negation. It's not the best 
term in English because it doesn't quite reflect the Tibetan. The direct term in Tibetan, would be “rejected [in 
other words, a negation] as not being that” (ma yin dgag). And in terms of things that are not that, you can have 
negations that are directly projecting/implying something [positive], or indirectly projecting/implying something. 
For example, if I say something to you, "the fat Devadatta does not eat during the day." He's fat. He must be 
eating. What I'm telling you is that he's not eating during the day. So indirectly what I'm implying is that this 
person is eating during the night. It's not telling you when he eats directly, it's telling you that indirectly. So the 
existence of emptiness is not an indirect affirming negation. It is a directly affirming negation, because it says 
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“existence” of emptiness. You're negating something with “emptiness”. But you're talking about the “existence” 
of emptiness.

00:53:22 {TIBETAN} 00:53:52

We're just going through the previous sentence. 

"And so we assert that its existence is also established on the strength of convention, although we do not 
assert that the ultimate reality is established by conventional validating cognition."

We have covered this. Now the new sentence. 

"Furthermore, we say that the ultimate reality exists according to conventional cognition because of the 
fact that the notion of the existence of the ultimate is absent from the habit-pattern…"

Usually we translate “habit-pattern” as “the mode of apprehension” 

"... of rational cognition, which is not the same as saying that (ultimate reality) is established by that 
(conventional validating cognition)."

00:56:02 {TIBETAN} 00:57:46

What is he talking about here? It says further, we say that the ultimate reality exists. So here we are discussing the
not ultimate reality, but the existence of ultimate reality. So that existence of ultimate reality. how do we have 
this? We have this according to conventional cognition, because we say this is conventional truth. So it is 
conventional cognition that establishes the existence of ultimate reality. Why? Because of the fact that the notion 
of the existence of ultimate is absent from the mode of apprehension of rational cognition. Rational cognition is 
awareness investigating the ultimate. Awareness investigating the ultimate does not have, in its mode of 
apprehension, anything conventional. In its mode of apprehension, in other words, the thing that is grasping, it 
doesn't grasp anything other than ultimate truth. So it [that is, the existence of ultimate reality] does not exist as 
the object that is grasped by rational cognition. 

"Which is not the same as saying that ultimate reality is established by that conventional validating 
cognition."

The (a) existence of ultimate reality and (b) ultimate reality, they are posited by different things, different types of
cognition.

00:59:20 {TIBETAN} 00:59:33

In brief, the existence of ultimate reality does not exist as the object that is apprehended by rational cognition. It 
exists as the mode of apprehension of conventional cognition, and therefore it is posited by conventional 
cognition.

00:59:54 {TIBETAN} 01:00:33

Then you see in this last sentence, basically in the last line, after the comma. Forget what it says in the 
parenthesis for a minute. Just read the sentence. "It is not the same as saying (1) that is established by (2) that." 
The second "that" is conventional validating cognition. What does conventional validating cognition validate or 
establish? It establishes the conventional. It does not establish the ultimate. And therefore working from the back 
towards the front of the sentence, the first "that" is not the existence of ultimate reality, but it is ultimate reality. 
So you can see what's in the parentheses, you can read it now with what is in the parentheses.

01:01:28 {TIBETAN} 01:01:44

So you can see that conventional validating cognition does not establish ultimate reality. What conventional 
validating cognition establishes is the existence of ultimate reality.

01:01:58 {TIBETAN} 01:02:07
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Let's go to the other quotations now.

01:02:59 {TIBETAN} 01:03:00

Lama Tsongkhapa has composed five important texts. There are five texts on view. The first two of them are 
Special Insight. You have the extensive special insight and the short special insight. Then you have the Eloquent 
Explanation, then you have the great commentary, which is the Ocean of Reasoning. And then you have 
Illumination of Intention. Geshe la was saying this is why he has given this handout with extracts from those five 
texts that actually just refer to this very point.

01:03:54 {TIBETAN} 01:04:23

In the week before last week's handout, the second one is from the Ocean of Reasoning1. 

"Thus, when one sees that in the context of inherent existence it does not make any sense to accept cause 
and effect, since beneficial and harmful causes and effects are undeniable, they exist; and since it makes 
no sense to posit them in the context of inherent existence, one must accept that they are tenable only 
when posited as existing merely through the force of nominal convention."

It begins by saying that "Thus, when one sees that in the context of inherent existence it does not make any sense 
to accept cause and effect." This idea, this context or this idea of inherent existence, of things existing from their 
own side, negating that thing is at the core of all the great treatises on view. We say, in the context of inherent 
existence, if you accept that things exist inherently, from their own side, it doesn't make any sense to accept the 
law of cause and effect. If you accept things existing from their own side, there is no interdependence. There's no 
dependent origination. So you will not be talking about the law of cause and effect. However, beneficial and 
harmful causes and effects are undeniable. We all see those things. We all experience those things directly. So it's 
undeniable. No one would argue that there is no cause, there's no effect, there's no benefit or there's no harm. So, 
undeniably, those things exist. Not inherently, from their own side, but they exist.

01:07:23 {TIBETAN} 01:08:07

We say definitely beneficial and harmful causes and effects exist. They are undeniable. They exist. However, they
do not exist inherently. So it doesn't make any sense to posit them in the context of inherent existence. If they 
exist, and they don't exist inherently, it can only make sense to posit them in one way. So when you talk about 
cause and effect, when you talk about functionality, when you talk about action, activity, function, and so forth, 
those things can only be accepted in one way. They can be tenable only when posited as existing merely through 
the force of nominal convention.

01:08:55 {TIBETAN} 01:09:36

What is it saying here? It says here that we cannot accept the inherent existence of cause and effect. We know that
this investigating awareness harms that. It goes against the finding of that investigating awareness. So we cannot 
accept this. And therefore, having negated their inherent existence, in addition to that, above that, we have to be 
able to posit them as existing conventionally, even if it is difficult, even if it is awkward for the mind. It is very 
important to say that from within the point of having negated them existing inherently we must be able to posit 
cause and effect, benefit and harm, function, all of those things have to then be reestablished. They have to be 
posited conventionally.

01:10:33 {TIBETAN} 01:12:12

Then the next sentence, 

"Since ordinary people are thoroughly habituated to positing producer and produced as existing through 
their own characteristics."

1 Ocean of Reasoning, Samten and Garfield, pp.98
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So it's talking about the ordinary, the average person. And he says, we have incredible familiarity with saying that
cause and result, the “producer” is the cause, and the “produced” is the result. So we have this habit since 
beginningless time of thinking that the cause and result are established from their own characteristics. So when 
that thing is refuted, ordinary people find it awkward to posit them as existing merely through the force of 
nominal convention. It goes against the great familiarity that we have. We believe, for a very long time, that they 
exist inherently from their own characteristics. And when you refute this, and then you say they only exist merely
by being imputed by the mind, just nominally existing, then the mind has a very difficult time accepting this. It's 
very awkward. It's very difficult.

01:13:28 {TIBETAN} 01:14:03

If you look at the structure of the Root of Wisdom, the first chapter is the Investigation of Conditions. 
Investigation of Conditions basically negates inherent production. Why? Because it wants to begin by addressing 
exactly that issue. We believe that the cause inherently produces the result. So inherent production is negated 
from the first verse. First chapter, first verse.

01:14:32 {TIBETAN} 01:15:14

We, as ordinary beings, have great familiarity with true existence. Things appear to be truly existent, and then we 
grasp them as being truly existent. And of course we apply this to the producer and the produced. So we look at 
causes and results and we say “of course they are truly existent.” When you come and negate that saying, “no, 
they do not truly exist” there is this shock in the mind, because you think, “if they don't truly exist, how could 
they possibly function? How could you have a cause generating a result? How could it be? It's not there. If they 
don't truly exist, they don't exist at all. I wouldn't have production.” So that's the shock in the mind.

01:16:00 {TIBETAN} 01:16:21

As it says here, it is very awkward for the mind, because once you negate true existence, then you have to come 
and reaffirm, and you say yes, but the cause and the result and production exist and they are functioning, 
everything is working. So that is very difficult for the mind. Why? Because we have great familiarity with true 
existence.

01:16:49 {TIBETAN} 01:17:44

And then Je Rinpoche continues. Having said, I know it's awkward for the mind, difficult for the mind,

"However, since there are only these two modes of positing them."

So just as we had in the previous quotation where it says it doesn't go beyond these two possibilities. So again, he
says here, there are only these two modes of positing them. Either they are going to exist from their own side, or 
they're going to exist nominally, merely imputed by the mind. 

"And since the first is untenable."

You have logic that has investigated and has completely negated that position, the first position, that they truly 
exist from their own side, from their own characteristics. 

"Then one should push one's mind in a direction of the second one, since it is inevitable."

01:18:36 {TIBETAN} 01:19:17

It says here, since the first one is untenable, it means that logic has actually negated, has told you, has proven to 
you that they do not exist inherently, they do not exist from their own side. So since the first one is untenable, 
then it says you should push your mind in the direction of the second. And the verb "push" there indicates the 
struggle, because the mind, as we say, finds it very awkward. The mind does not want to go into that conclusion 
because we have great familiarity with the previous position. “Logic told me that it doesn't truly exist, but I still 
want to believe that it exists in this way.” So it says, no matter how difficult it is, you have push your mind in that
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direction. With that effort, against the grain. And it indicates you have to develop familiarity with that. You have 
to go through this difficult conclusion.

01:20:19 {TIBETAN} 01:20:55

So that is the very difficult point. As we say, the mind finds it very awkward because we have to go through this 
process, first of all, of negating that they exist from their own side, from their own characteristics. And then in 
addition to that, you have to say, “but they still function somehow. I still have the presentation of the law of cause
and effect. I still have the presentation of causes and results. And everything is functioning. How? By being 
merely imputed by the mind, merely nominally existing.” Your mind finds it very difficult to accept that. And 
then we have the next quotation from the Illumination of the Intention that addresses that.

01:21:43 {TIBETAN} 01:22:35

Basically what the Illumination of the Intention is going to say is that we find it very difficult to believe that all 
these presentations, the presentation of Buddha and sentient beings, the presentation of samsara and nirvana, the 
presentation of cause and result, the presentation of agents and functionality, exist merely established by the 
mind. We find it difficult because we have this great familiarity with grasping at true existence. But if you look at
all the commentaries of all the great scholars and authors, Buddhapalita, Shantideva, Chandrakirti, Nagarjuna, 
Aryadeva, whoever, you will see that they're all saying the same thing.
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Actually this is one of the faults of grasping at things to exist from their own characteristics. We have great 
familiarity with this idea. So for us, all these presentations of the law of cause and effect, of the agents, of 
functionalities, samsara and nirvana, everything, everything for us, definitely the basic point of our philosophy is 
that these things are established from their own characteristics. When these things appear, they appear to be 
established from their own characteristics. And then we grasp them to exist from their own characteristics 
because we have that core belief and therefore we find it very difficult to accept that they are merely imputed by 
the mind.
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